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ABSTRACT 

With the goal of providing professional development 
resources for enhancing faculty research productivity, Washburn 
University (Kansas), which employs about 250 full-time faculty, 
developed a program that allocates institutional funds through a peer 
review process. The fund's peer review process has involved two 
committees, a Faculty Research committee (FRC) , and a Research Review 
Committee (RRC) . The FRC, an umbrella committee of 10 members 
responsible for the dispersal of funds, has met monthly to review 
"small" grant requests (under $2,000) and to review recommendations 
from the RRC. The RRC has been primarily responsible for reviewing 
"large" funding requests (over $2,000) and making recommendations 
regarding those requests to tnt FRC. Proposal guidelines for small 
and large grants have been developed over the lifetime of the fund. 
Conflicts have developed over the desire for more detail and 
additional guidelines versus the desire to reduce complexity and 
paper work. In addition, once the funds are allocated, the recipients 
have received no further support for coping with institutional 
personnel and purchasing procedures. Included are program guidelines 
for both small and large proposals, a five-item bibliography and an 
appendix containing a major research grant proposal application form. 
(JB) 
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EMHANCING FACULTY PR0FE88I0HAL DEVELOPMENT OPPORTUNITIES THROUGH THE 

PROVISION OF FACULTY RESEARCH FUNDING 

INTRODUCTION 

Faculty professional development activities provide the opportunity 
"both to maintain and to improve the professional competence of 
individual faculty" (Mathis, 1982, p 646). Institutions are in a 
position to encourage developmental activities in the research component 
of a faculty member's duties through allocation of resources in a 
supportive manner. This encouragement does not mean that all members of 
the professorate will be able or inclined to take advantage of the 
support made available, nor is that necessary. However, resource 
availability can prove beneficial in enhancing the productivity levels 
of the vast majority of faculty. 

"Cumulative advantage" is provided as one explanation for research 
productivity (Creswell, 1985). The term has been coined to describe a 
situation whereby a faculty member [cumulatively] increases his or her 
opportunities for additional successes based on past successes. A key 
ingredient in the acquisition of cumulative advantage is access to the 
resources necessary to be a productive researcher (Long & McGinnis, 
1981) . Insitutional administrators can, through provision of resources 
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ar.-^ assignments, create an atmosphere which enables faculty to begin 
accuittul^tion of such advantage. 

Professional developrient programs focusing on the research component of 
a faculty member's duties might require access to such items as travel 
funds, released time, personnel support, materials, and equipment (Gaff, 
1975; Toombs, 1975). Once an institution has made the commitment to be 
involved in supporting such a program, it must create a mechanism by 
which allocation of support can occur. The purpose of this paper is to 
describe one such mechanism. By creating an in-house faculty committee 
to review research proposals, the use of a faculty peer review process 
can be extended to yet another, quite appropriate, component of the 
academic enterprise. 

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION 

What follows is a description of one institution's effort to provide 
professional development resources for the purpose of enhancing faculty 
research productivity. Individuals responsible for similar efforts at 
other campuses might find this description useful in developing their 
own models. The program recounted hare was developed at an institution 
with an historical primary emphasis on teaching; research being of more 
recent importance. The university involved employs approximately 250 
full-time faculty. 
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Described is a model that allocates institutional funds through a peer 
review process. Probably the one outstanding feature of the process is 
that it is constantly evolving. Beyond the initial administrative 
decision that the faculty should be responsihle for choosing how 
research support funds are to be allocated, almost all other aspects of 
the program have changed with time and likely will continue to change 
into the future. This evolutionary process displays itself not only in 
the criteria used for proposal evaluation, but also in the documents and 
guidelines that are part of the proposal submission and review process, 
and in the level of financial support available for project funding. 

Institutional Professional Development Programs. To provide an initial 
sense of how this research funding effort fits within the overall 
program of professional development opportunities available on the 
campus, it is helpful to have a quick understanding of the other 
development options available. 

Faculty travel is funded at the individual school/college level. Travel 
funds are available for presentation of scholarly papers; service as a 
panelist, an officer, or a session chair; or attendance at various 
conferences and association meetings. The level of funding available 
to support such activity depends upon the school involved and the type 
of participation. As is the case at most all institutions, the amount 
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of funds availabe for this purpose is never enough to meet all the 
needs . 

CMrriCUluin development projects are funded through the creation of a 
relatively recently established Curriculum Development Committee. This 
Committee, which in some ways parallels the Faculty Research Committee 
described in the present paper, is comprised of faculty members 
interested in curriculum development efforts. Through funds allocations 
from this program, faculty can develop new courses or course materials 
or enhance existing courses or curricula. All types of expenses are 
potentially allowable, the one proviso is that funding proposals must 
relate either to the general core area or to the specific disciplines 
present at the institution, m this way, projects requesting curriculum 
development funding must be able to fairly directly demonstrate 
institutional value for the investment. 

Rele^g^d time / leaves / sabbat ica 1 s . etc. represent yet additional types of 
professional development possibilities present. Most of these options 
are quite similar to what is available at other institutions, some of 
the programs are unique to the campus described in this report. The 
important point is simply that these traditional types of opportunities 
are also available. 

Despite the above-mentioned programs, one area of professional 
development opportunities for faculty still needed enhancement. While 
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departmental funds would pay for the outcomes of research effort 
(conference attendance, presentations, etc), the institution was 
providing little monetary support for the research effort itself. As in 
any institution, some members of the faculty receive external grant 
funding for their research activities. However, this avenue is but 
marginally available because the institution only sporadically has had 
in place a separate institutional research office and officer to help 
faculty in receiving such funding. To better assist faculty in their 
research efforts, the institution therefore decided to commit to 
providing in-house funding to support such activity. 

Evolution of the Resear^^h Pund. Much has transpired in taking the 
research fund from its early developmental stage to its present status. 
This evolutionary process should be seen as encouraging to those 
individuals desiring to establish a similar fund on their own campus. 
Even a quite modest beginning can, with time and effort, develop into a 
program quite helpful in cultivating faculty research activity. Lessons 
also can be learned and mistakes avoided through studying the efforts of 
others who have faced similar issues. It is with that thought that this 
section reviews evolution of the research fund. 

For the first several years of its existence, the research committee had 
very limited resources available to allocate. An institutional fund of 
$25,000 does not cover a great deal of activity for a faculty of 250. 
However, financial resources were tight enough that more could not ]oe 
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quickly appropriated. Instead, administrative leadership took the 
position that though no immediate improvement in funding levels was 
possible, a commitment to the program should be demonstrated to the 
faculty, with this goal in mind, a commitrnent was made to increase the 
level of funding for research over a three-year period. Available 
funding was increased in $25,000 increments for three fiscal years, from 
$25K to $5 OK to $75K to $10 OK, until the current level was reached. 
[Table X displays the exact figures.] on a "per faculty" basis this 
represented an increase of from $100 to $400/yr of support. In that 
many members of the faculty do not access the fund, those that dc are 
now able to receive a good portion of the resources needed. (Please be 
reminded that other funding sources for professional de^'elopment 
activities are available on the campus as well.) 

Guidelines established relative to the research fund, and those 
activities that will be considered potentially acceptable for funding 
support, have also evolved with time. Early determination was made that 
proposals would only be accepted from full-time faculty members. The 
Committee has also determined that it will not fund graduate research 
work, nor will it fund travel expenses for conference attendance or 
paper presentations. (These expenses were considered to be the 
obligation of departmental budgets.) At a time when access to computers 
was more limited, the Committee decided that any computers purchased 
would become part of a general pool available for assignment, and would 
not be bought and permanently assigned to specific individuals. The 



TABLE 1 

GROWTH IN FACULTY RESEARCH FUND 



Fiscal Original Total 

Year Budget Expenditures 



1985- 86 $ 27,363 $ 25,170 

1986- 87 27,910 25,270 

1987- 88 27.910 22,428 

1988- 89 53,328 39,570 

1989- 90 75,000 68,573 

1990- 91 100,000 78,623* 



Notes: 

1990-91 "Total Expenditures" figure represent funds allocated eleven 
months into the fiscal year. A figure for final expenditures will not 
be available yet for several months. 

The 1990-91 allocation provided, through the first eleven months, full 
or partial funding for 56 different grant projects. 
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above represent just a few of the many examples that could be cited 
where standards now existing have been created as part of an evolving 
process, resulting from review of research proposals. Each institution 
will work out its own guidelines to best meet its own unic^ie needs, but 
the important first step is simply to get the project started. 

A Faculty Process. The model for in-house funding of faculty research 
efforts discussed here is very much one that is a faculty process. From 
the earliest stages in the creation of an institutional program to 
enhance research efforts, it was determined that faculty members were 
the appropriate individuals to evaluate and rule upon proposal requests. 
Faculty from across the campus comprise the current makeup of the group 
charged with the task of proposal review. 

Communication with faculty throughout the year is another important 
component of the in-house research fund. Periodically, correspondence 
is sent to all members of the general faculty, apprising them of funding 
opportunities available along with guidelines and important deadline 
dates. Additional communications have appeared in such in-house 
publications as an academic affairs newsletter and grants office 
publications. Members of the research committees are also asked to 
"spread the word" concerning available opportunities. When faculty 
forward research proposals for consideration, they receive a letter 
acknowledging committee receipt of the proposal. At the point that 
action is taken, the faculty member involved receives an additional 



8 

10 



) I 



letter stating either how to proceed in order to access the approved 
grant funding (if funded) , or reasons why the proposal was rejected (if 
not funded) . Faculty with funded grants also receive regular reports 
from the business office detailing the financial status of their grant 
activity. 

structure of the Program. The faculty research fund, allocated as a 
result of peer review, is broken into two parts. The umbrella committee 
for the dispersal of funds is called the Faculty Research Committee 
(FRC) . A subcommittee reporting to the FRC deals with specific, "major" 
funding requests and is called the Research Review Committee (RRC) . 
Both groups are described below. 

Faculty Research Committee. The in-house faculty research fund 
presently receives an annual allocation of $100,000 for distribution 
purposes. The faculty have chosen to divide this allocation in a 
fashion to provide funding for what are called "small" and "major" 
research grants. The current financial parameter (and this changes 
almost annually) designating the distinction between the two types of 
grants is $2,000. Proposals requesting less than this amount are called 
small research grant requests and are reviewed by the FRC, proposals of 
from $2,000 to $10,000 are labeled major research grant requests and are 
reviewed first by the RRC and then the FRC. Proposal requirements for 
major grants are much more extensive. Major grant applicai.ion and 
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review is described more fully in the Research Review Committee section 
of this paper. 

The Faculty Research Committee is comprised of ten members. Seven of 
the members are full-time faculty who represent specific schools/ 
colleges within the institution. An eighth member is a librarian with 
faculty status. The final two members are the Vice Presidents for 
Administration and Academic Affairs (or their designees) . The VPAA 
chairs the Committee. 

Small grant funding (up to $2,000) is available to fund such expense 
items as travel, equipment, supplies, release time, publication costs, 
and personnel assistance. This funding is provided for the purpose of 
supporting scholarly activity efforts. The FRC does not review/ support 
requests for funding of graduate course work, dissertation research, or 
development of new course materials. [Table 2 displays the current 
guidelines for small research grant requests.] 

The Faculty Research Committee meeets periodically, as necessary, to 
review requests for small grant funding. Typically, these meetings 
occur at least once a month during the fall/ spring academic terms, less 
often in the summer months. The FRC established a set of ''guidelines" 
(see Table 2) in the recent past in order to clarify what comprises an 
acceptable proposal, thereby attempting to expedite the individual 
faculty member's proposal process. 

10 
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TABLE 2 

SHALL RESEARCH ORAHT 0UIDBLIME8 



information. 

:S^?Sn^riSf Lr^i^Ao^nSphisf^iSg the applicant's role. 

h^ot2:8is%e?iiSol2|y, function of investigators and possible 
p^Sucatio;, performance or exhibxt '-^^rsupporrtSr project, 
'^lTt^.l^tn^"orsi^nlr'l^^ lis uniqueness to the 

project. 

acceptance, and an invoice or copy of your personal checlc. 

BBESEE cmiLS amiSaBLE Ifi hSAi BEOaJESTSi The budget «^°"^^,^^i^«^ihat 
IKt^ittllth details and P^^'f^r ' v ?«vel 

i'egS:iSI lK'inc?ur?hn^r?ic5;t^^^^^^^ - - 

and any airline trips and expenses. The business of f ice ^^^^^^^^^^^^^^ 
contacted to obtain information on budget items, such as, curreni: 
reimbursement rates, student and employee rates of pay. 

If you have previously received funds for this Project from the Research 
committee, please indicate the amount and date received. 



11 



ERIC 



1 3 



Research Review Committee. The Research Review Committee reviews 
proposals for projects requesting between $2,000 and $10,000. The RRC 
makes its recommendations to the Faculty Research Committee, who in turn 
recommends to the Vice President for Academic Affairs. The VPAA sends 
his/her recommendation on to the President for final approval. Thus, 
the approval process for major grant requests is significantly more 
arduous than for small grant requests. [Table 3 displays the current 
guidelines for major research grant requests.] 

Research Review Committee membership includes five full-time, tenured 
faculty members at the rank or associate or full professor. These 
individuals must demonstrate a documented history of research or 
scholarly activity in order to be allowed to serve on the RRC. Again, 
all academic areas of the institution have representation. The VPAA 
serves as an ex officio member of this subcommittee to the FRC. 

Major grant funding is available both in the form of "seed" money for 
development of projects that will be submitted to external agencies for 
more extensive funding and for support "in full or in part" of original 
research and scholarly activity. Allowable expenses are similar to 
those described in the small grant section. One primary difference is 
that faculty can request funding from this source even while on a 
sabbatical. 
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TABLE 3 

MAJOR RESEARCB GRANT GUIDELINES 



I- PVRPQgS mi SCOPE 

The MRGF has been established to support two general types of 
faculty research activity: i) development of ideas or projects to 
be submitted to other agencies for more extensive funding, and 2) 
research or scholarly activity. Requests for funding should be 
submitted to the Research Committee through the Office of the Vice 
President for Academic Affairs. The Committee will consider 
requests for funds to cover expenses associated with research and 
scholarly activity which may result in publishable works and in tha 
advancement of arts, humanities, sciences, and professions. 
Allowable expenses include the following types of items; travel, 
equipment, assistants, services, and released time (under special 
conditions) . Requests will be considered for activities that are 
conducted at any time including academic and summer sabbaticals. 
The Committee will not consider requests for development of new 
courses, course materials supporting graduate work, dissertation 
research, or the purchase of reprints. Generally, the Committee 
will only consider requests between a minimum of $2,000 and the 
maximum of 10% of the total annual budget. (See the Faculty 
Han<afc>P<?k, Section I, Vi.B.2., pp 13-16 for additional information.) 

II. CONDITIONS £0£ RELEASED XI2i£ 

In ord^r for released time to be an acceptable funded item, the 
following conditions must be met: 

1. Before considering release time, the Research Committee must 
have a statement approved by the Chairperson and Dean 
explaining how the department or school will handle the 
faculty member's teaching load if the grant is approved. 

2. The proposal on its research and scholarly merits must be 
judged worthy of support by the Research Committee. 

3. The released time must be necessary for completion of the 
research. 

4. The time needed for research on the project must surpass the 
normal expected time allotment by the full-tiir-». faculty member 
to scholarly activities. 
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MAJOR RBSEARCR ORAMT 0UZDELINE8 (con't.) 



III. APPLICATION mi EVALUATION PROCEDURE 

The Research Committee has appointed an MRGF proposal Review 
Committee, which evaluates proposals twice annually, and recommends 
obligation of up to approximately 50% of the available annual 
funds. Therefore, proposals should be submitted as early as 
possible before the submission deadline each semester. The 1990-91 
deadlines are November 5 and March 16, respectively. (Please note 
this change.) 

After evaluation of the proposals received before each submission 
deadline, the Review committee will make recommendations regarding 
funding to the Research Committee. The Research Committee will 
then make its recommendations to the Vice President for Academic 
Affairs, who shall in turn make recommendations to the President. 

IV. IHE PROPOSAL 

A proposal comprises four major sections: Cover Sheet, Detailed 
Budget, Narrative, and Appendix (or Appendices). Proposals should 
closely follow this format in order to facilitate a fair and 
thorough review and evaluation. 

A. C.over Sheet : The cover sheet is provided with the proposal 
guidelines and should be submitted as the first page of the 
proposal. Note that proposals involving a request for 
released time require a plan on how the department or school 
will handle the released time. This statement must be 
approved by the chairperson and dean. 

B. Detailed Budget : The second page of the proposal should be the 
budget sheet (provided with the proposal guidelines) . Detail 
all anticipated expenses which are to be covered by funds from 
the MRGF grant. Attach additional sheets if necessary to 
clearly explain the need for requested expenditures. 

C. Narrative : The narrative presents most of the Important 
information in the proposal. It should be comprehensive, 
concise, and clear. Remember that the reviewers may not be 
familiar with your particular jargon, and that use of jargon 
may obscure rather than clarify your Ideas. Any tables, or 
figures which are necessary for the presentation of your 
proposal should be Included as appendices, and animal research 
subjects must also show compliance with the federal, state, 
and local laws governing research involving human and animal 
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MAJOR RESEARCH GRAMT OaiDELINES (con't.) 



research subjects (see HassJJat HanflfeOfilSj Appendices IV and V, 
pp. 135-143 for additional information) . This information 
mav be included in the narrative or in an appendix. Funding 
Ts^'contSt upon approval of the Institutional Review Board. 
Applications for project approval are available m MO 208, 
Office of Vice President for Academic Affairs. 

While it is not possible to anticipate all ^P^^i^J^ P^°P°^*^^' 
ir is the judgement of the Review Committee that there are 
several important features of all potential proposals could be 
objectively assesed to help determine the relative merit of a 
proposal. Accordingly, the narrative should be written 
following the outline below. This outline has been 
specifically designed to be the basis of the evaluation 
process. Since the terms used to identify each part of the 
narrative will not have the same meaning ^ P^"°^' ^^j,^ 
list of sample questions has been included to help clarify the 
requested information. The list of sample questions is NOT an 
exhaustive list. It should not be interpreted as a 
restriction of information supplied. These questions would 
clearly be relevant to some proposals, but may not always be 
relevant, and should therefore be interpreted as suggestions, 
and not necessarily as requirements. 

1. Description aM HatllEfi St ^J^^^^^r.?l^^^kr.lT "^^^ 
activities will you be engaged? Will other people 
participate? What is the rationale for the proposed 
research? Is there any relevant background information 
which would help the reviewers place the proposed proDect 
in perspective? How will the project be implemented? 
Where will the activities take place? How does the 
proposed project fit in with an existing body of 
knowledge? How will you comply with requirements for 
treatment of subjects? How will informed consent be 
secured? Etc . 

2. GQal/PMfPQgg o£ iihs^EfifififlESSh. What ^yPO^^eses will be 
tested? What questions do you hope to answer? wnat 
predictions will be made? What experimental results are 
anticipated? What product/ entity will result from the 
project? Etc. 
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TABLE 3 

MAJOR RESEARCH GRAMT 0UIDELINE8 (con't.) 



3. Project Slanifican cQ/Professlonal C9ntrifrUti<?n» What is 
the potential professional significance of the proposed 
research? What is the anticipated contribution to your 
discipline? How will the project advance the body of 
knowledge in your discipline? How might the results of 
the project enhance the quality of life for humankind? 
Etc. 

4. Implementation Schedule . What is the anticipated schedule 
of activities? IThen will the project be completed? Will 
your activities be contingent on the acquisition of 
equipment or materials? Etc. 

5. Evaluation Elan. What criteria will be used to determine 
whether or not the goal of the project was achieved? What 
sort of statistical evaluation might be appropriate? Are 
there potential publication outlets for the results? Will 
you attempt to measure or ascertain the professional 
impact of this project? Etc. 

D. Appendix (Appendices) . The appendix should always include a 
current vita (resume') complete with your academic 
credentials, professional activities, and a summary of your 
research interests and activities. 

V. PRQPQSAI. PREPARATIOW 

The first two pages of the proposal should always be the Cover 
Sheet and the Detailed Budget (provided with the information 
packet) . The Narrative portion of the proposal should always 
conform to the preparation guidelines with respect to both the 
order and content of each section. Please endeavor to limit the 
length of the narrative to the typewriting space avail \ble on the 
application form. Please avoid unnecessary jargon or technical 
language in drafting the narrative. 

VI. IIML EEEQKSL 

Recipients of major grants are required to submit final reports on 
their projects within a year following notification of the grant 
awards . 
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The Research Review Committee meets once each semester, ranking all 
major grant proposals received as to merit. The RRC provides a list of 
guidelines for faculty to follow in the proposal process as well as a 
specific application form to be completed. [This application form 
appears in Appendix A.] Each application proposal must include a cover 
sheet, a detailed budget, a narrative section (which includes 
description and nature of the research project, goal/ purpose of the 
research, project signficance, implenentation schedule, and evaluation 
plan) , and an appendix (or appendices) . The Review Committee uses a 
standard "reviewer form" (see Appendix B) to evaluate all major grant 
requests. The RRC requires that recipients of major research grant 
funding provide a final report of their project efforts upon its 
completion . 



CONCLUSION 

The in-house professional development program described in this paper 
has been a helpful source of research support for faculty members 
desirous of being advantaged by its availability. The funding has 
provided and continues to provide much needed assistance for various 
research projects. A struggle has developed however between the 
competing desires of providing more information, more guidelines, and 
more detail on the one hand; with that of reducing the complexity and 
paperwork of the system on the other. Additionally, the program in its 
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present state exists primarily as a funding **source" for research 
efforts in much the same way as other, external grant funding sources. 
Once resources are assigned, the faculty member - outside any help they 
may be able to garner at the departmental level - is mostly "on their 
own** in navi/jating the bureaucratic maze that can make up an 
institution's personnel and purchasing procedures. This too is a 
subject of current debate. 

Thus, while this research support program has been a benefit for the 
faculty, it can still be improved. Individuals looking at this model 
for ideas should be encouraged by what that represents. As institutions 
create their own professional development programs, helpful pieces from 
models such as this one can be assimilated without destroying the 
uniqueness of their own situation. It is not a great issue that 
programs created on other campuses not match this or any other model 
exactly. The iiiodels themselves are moving targets. Of far greater 
importance is that the effort be made to establish development 
opportunities for the purpose of enhancing professional competencies. 
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(Name) 



(Title of Position) 



Brief Descriptive Title 
of Proposed Research t 



Abstract of Proposed Research (The abstract should present the rationale of 
the research, the methods to be used, its objective, and an estimate of the 
significance to the field of research if the objective is reached.) 



Proposed research requires the use of human or animal research subjects 
(Funding is contingent upon approval of the Institutional Review Board) 

Yes No 



Amount Requested: 



(minimum of $ 2,000) 



fcgAVS BLANK 

Number | Date Received 

I 
I 



1 



(Signature of Applicant) 



(Date) 



Department Chairperson 



"^Dean of School or College. 



Dean's initials indicate acknowledgement of proposal submission. 
Signature of both the Chairperson and Dean required if released time 
requested and approved* 

o Applicant must submit the original Qrant Application Form and five 
additional complete sets prepared by whatever copying means are 
available. '^^ 

o Applicant will receive an aOcnowledgement of the proposal within one week 
from the Acaderaio Affairs office. , f « ween 



1 

?3 



pi»<p^l;Led Budaat 

Although a grantee can be allowed budget flexibility j'^Jf * ^rant U 

awarded, an outline of the projected uee of 9;*"J«Y"f;in«?LS2SSet items 

will aid in the evaluation of the proposal. J^-Jiji^'^^^^" 

should be summarized on an attached page, or included in ' 

Please itemize anticipated expenditures under each of the following 

categories: 



1. Released Time 



2. Assistances/services 



3 . Travel 



4 . Equipment 

C 



5. Supplies — ' — — 



6. Other Expenses 



Total Requested 

If your project will require the expenditure of funds in more than one 
University fiscal year, please separate the amounts which will be needed 
from each year's budget. 

Fiscal Year Amount Requested 

Fiscal Year Amount Requested 

C 



2 

?4 



The narrativa should enlarge upon the salient points presented in the 

C \bstract . It should be as concise as is consistent with an adequate 
presentation and justification of the research idea. Organize your 
proposal in such a way that it conforms to the areas indicated below. 



a! Description and Nature of the Research 



B. Goal of the Research 



3 



ERIC 



f5 



cT Project Significance/ Contribution to Discipline 



D. Implementation Schedule 



C 



E. Evaluation Plan 



ERIC 



APPEKDXX B 



MAJOR RESEARCH GRANT PROPOSALS: REVIEWER FORM 



ERIC 



25 
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Proposal # 



MAJOR RESEARCH GRANTS FUND 
REVIEWER FORM 

The proposal conforms to the MRGF guidelines governing type of projects to be funded. 

YES NO MAYBE 



Connents: 



The proposal has made adequate provision for treatment of human or animal subjects. 
NOT AJPPLICABtE YES NO MAYBE 



''reparation and Presentation of the Proposal 



(The check mark indicates rater's degree 
of agreement with statement) 


Disagree Agi 

1 2 3 


*ee 1 Coomaits 

U 1 


1. The proposal provides an explicit and 
clear description of the proposed project. 






i 

1 

1 


2. There is an explicit and clear statement 
of the goal(s) of the proposed research. 






1 
1 

1 
1 


3. The proposal explicitly states the 

potential professional contribution and/or 
significance of the proposed research. 






1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 


^^ Hie description of the implementation 
schedule suggests the activities have 
been carefully planned. 






1 
1 

1 
1 
1 
1 


5. The evaluation plan was made explicit. 






1 
1 



Suggestions for improvement of proposal preparation/presentation: 



Perceived Project Merit 







1 Disagree 

1 1 2 


Agree | CoBents 

3 ^ \ 


6. 


iiic xn&omiauxwn proviucu in utle propOSdx 
suggests that the proposed activity is 
reasonable, and an appropriate way to 


1 


i 
1 

t 

V 

1 


7. 


The proposed research activity Is likely 
to acnieve the stated goals. 




1 
1 

1 
1 


8. 


Assessment of the potential significance 
01 tne activity is fair. 




1 
1 

1 

1 

1 


9. 


The proposed Implementation schedule Is 
realistic. 




1 

1 

1 
1 


10. 


The proposed evaluation plan was logical | 
and appropriate for the proposed activity, | 




1 
1 

1 

1 
1 



Suggested changes which could Improve the proposal: 



RATING CRITERIA 

7 - Clearly a most outstanding proposal; one which definitely should be funded. 

6 - Very good proposal; one which should be funded if at all possible. 

5 - Good proposal; one which is thoroughly meritorious and well above average, and which 
you reluctantly would see declined in a very intense competition. 

^ - Average proposal; one which has merit and is worthy of support, but which demonstrates 
no particularly remarkable characteristics which might warrant a higher priority. 

3 - Fair proposal; one which has some merit, but about which you have substantial reserva- 
tions. A borderline proposal even if ample funds are available to support all "meri- 
torious" proposals. 

2 - Poor proposal; one for which you wish to provide an active negative reconmendation. 
1 - Clearly one of the poorest proposals. 

^ , „ OVERAa PROPOSAL SCORE 

7 mis f'i"^! Score 
7-High 1-Low 7 -Hlgh 

I t I 

Rater's Judgment kater's Judgment 

Before Discussion After Comnlttee 

Discussion 



